ABSTRACT This article seeks to show the origins of the professionalization of anthropology by examining early doctoral dissertations in this field and their authors. The bibliography consists of citations with biographical details of the authors, when known, of doctoral dissertations in anthropology from United States educational institutions up to 1930. One hundred twenty-four citations are given in all, representing 18 institutions. Forty-one of the dissertations were not written for degrees in anthropology. Besides documenting the existence of anthropological work outside recognized graduate programs of anthropology, the bibliography provides a demographic profile of anthropology and shows the distribution of subdiscipline concentrations and regional foci, as well as patterns in the professional domination of anthropology by graduates of various programs and in the publication of doctoral research. [Keywords: dissertations, anthropology-history, anthropology-bibliography, scholarly communication, graduate education] THE DOCTORAL DISSERTATION provides a uniquely revealing insight into the topics and approaches of primary interest to scholars as they embark on their academic careers while bearing traces of the guidance and influence of their mentors. By focusing attention on the earliest doctoral dissertations written in anthropology and their authors, it is possible to see the situation of anthropology as it became an academic discipline and profession.
I consider the characteristics of dissertations and their authors by treating them as numerical data. My methods and purposes can rightly be called "bibliometric" in that I aim to shed light on the nature and history of a discipline (anthropology) by means of assembling, counting, and analyzing the various facets of written communication. Unlike most bibliometric studies, however, this work does not depend on citation data (see Borgman 1990) . Instead, I consider the universities and programs involved and the publication outlets for dissertations. I also use content analysis (which could be considered a separate methodology from bibliometrics [Rochester 1996] ) to categorize dissertations by subdiscipline and regional focus, and to go beyond the few designated anthropology programs in including persons who wrote dissertations on anthropological topics regardless of the discipline in which they earned the degree. Finally, I consider the age, sex, ethnicity, and postdoctoral occupational status of the authors of the dissertations.
Although the time range I cover ends in 1930, I do not argue that a particular era or generation ended that year. My reason for stopping then is based more on practicalities than on any historical reason. With over a hundred doctoral recipients by then, it seemed a good point to stop and assess the data quantitatively. The most important development facing anthropology in the United States around 1930 was the advent of foundation funding for research and training through the Social Science Research Council and the American Council of Learned Societies, and with it, a stress on interdisciplinary area Natural history museums and the Bureau of American Ethnology, a federal project mapping and collecting data on Native American tribes, began absorbing self-trained anthropologists in the 1870s (Hinsley 1981) . As the need for more competent workers grew, anthropologists with university backgrounds in science or medicine endeavored to build teaching programs. Their struggles and frustrations in setting up university programs have been documented by Regna Darnell (1998a) . Most early programs grew out of museums that had been earmarked by philanthropists, but teaching lagged behind and was not well coordinated with curatorial or exhibition activities. In addition, many philanthropists, trustees, and other museum backers thought museum archaeology should concentrate on classical antiquities, while anthropologists wanted museum work to emphasize the collection, study, and display of materials leading to a scientific understanding of Indian tribes.
In part because they did not train a succeeding generation of staff, museums and the Bureau of American Ethnology eventually gave way to universities in determining anthropology's priorities, moving amateurs to the sidelines in the process. By combining teaching with research, professors could pass along to the next generation theories, procedures, and research traditions (with their underlying ideologies) on which to build future investigations (Shils 1997) .
Anthropologists increasingly viewed their function in terms of a role in the university. Beginning in 1916, a group of leading anthropologists met at Columbia University to "discuss the objects and methods of anthropological teaching in colleges and universities" (Boas 1919:41) . Subsequently, a committee was formed consisting of the most highly placed anthropologists in the United States: Franz Boas (chairman), P. E. Goddard, E. A. Hooton, A. L. Kroeber, George Grant MacCurdy, F. G. Speck, and A. M. Tozzer. Boas's report on their summits gives a definition of anthropology that places it in the context of other advanced, academic fields of knowledge, each having its own perspectives and methodologies. This fact is noteworthy, first, because committee members mainly had a background in museums rather than universities, and, second, because it was disseminated to anthropologists in their primary professional journal, the American Anthropologist, thereby serving almost as a declaration of principles. Boas wrote:
The scientific aim of anthropology is the reconstruction of the history of mankind as a whole. This aim is pursued along biological, geological, archaeological, linguistic, and general cultural lines, and according to historical methods in the narrower sense of the term. The methods of anthropology are founded on an objective consideration of the life and activities of civilized and primitive man, both being discussed from the same fundamental point of view. [Boas 1919:42] Boas also addressed the contribution of anthropological study to the college curriculum in broadening students' outlook on civilization and enabling them to think objectively about their own cultural attitudes. "Anthropology has the distinct task to perform in broadening-out many of the older sciences through its wider outlook upon human history and upon the range of forces that determine its course" (Boas 1919:42-43 ).
TRAINING OUTSIDE ANTHROPOLOGY PROGRAMS
As anthropology was carving out a separate identity for itself as an academic discipline, it is understandable that some training in anthropological subject matters occurred outside programs designated as anthropology. What is surprising is how many anthropological dissertations were written outside of the well-known foundational programs in the field. A third of all persons writing anthropological Ph.D. dissertations in the United States up to 1930 received their doctorates in disciplines other than anthropology. Some went on to have careers as anthropologists; most did not. Who were they? What role did graduate programs outside anthropology play in the development of anthropology in the United States?
The origins of the major pioneering teaching programs in anthropology have been described elsewhere (e.g., Hinsley 1992; Moore 1955; Silverman 1981; Stocking 1979) , and much professional lore surrounds famous teachers and students in these programs; If the published literature is any indication, there is little realization that that the scholarly study of anthropology existed elsewhere and in other disciplines, and that some students, mostly without any surviving legacy, wrote doctoral dissertations on anthropological topics. By the same token, many early anthropologists of the first academic generation, including some of the most prominent, received their doctoral education in other fields (e.g., Earnest Albert Hooton, Truman Michelson, Elsie Clews Parsons, Peter Buck, and Clark Wissler) or not at all (e.g., Edward W. Gifford and W. Lloyd Warner).
Outside the few colleges and universities that established anthropology programs, the anthropological curriculum was covered under the umbrella of programs in other disciplines, especially sociology. A report on the teaching of sociology in the United States (Tolman 1902-03) showed that among the fields of study taught under the aegis of sociology in 1901 were social geography, encompassing (1) physicosocial; the environment, and (2) racial demography; and genetic or comparative sociology, encompassing (a) animal and primitive human society; anthroposociology, and (b) the development of society in historic times; social history. The focus of sociology is not identical to that of anthropology; certainly most anthropologists, then and now, would take exception to the view that anthropology was a part of sociology. More likely, they would have agreed with Daniel Brinton (1892:269) , who, on the contrary, considered sociology to be a branch of anthropology! Yale University's program in Economics, Sociology, and Government included a major concentration in anthropology (Darnell 1998b) . Several of its students concentrated in anthropology, writing dissertations in this area. Yale's version of anthropology was distinct from what was practiced by the mainstream of anthropology, which was dominated by Franz Boas and his followers at Columbia University and its satellites. At Yale, William Graham Sumner headed a program that emphasized the evolution of social institutions. His acolyte Albert Galloway Keller assisted Sumner in this work and carried it on after the latter's death. They and their followers considered sociology a comparative science concerned with human behavior wherever and whenever recorded, not merely with its manifestations within our own particular historical tradition. They regard the cleavage between cultural anthropology and sociology as an essentially arbitrary one, and ignore the elaborate rationalizations evolved by certain adherents of each discipline to justify their ignorance of, or lack of interest in, the other. [Murdock 1937:xiii] Whereas most establishment anthropologists rejected social and cultural evolution as viable anthropological topics (Patterson 2001; Stocking 1992) , evolutionary theories were central to the work of the Yale group, further marginalizing them. None of its graduates contributed to the development of anthropology programs beyond Yale itself. After 1930, however, George Peter Murdock helped reorganize Yale's Department of Anthropology around a Cross-Cultural Survey (later, the Human Relations Area File), and he was enormously influential in training many of the leading anthropologists of the post-World War II generation. Also beginning in the 1930s, evolution made a comeback in establishment anthropology with the ascendancy of Leslie White and Julian Steward. Murdock's 1937 comment quoted above was both an articulation of the Yale group's brand of social science and a swipe at what he perceived as the narrow-mindedness of the Boas group.
Another graduate program in sociology with a strong anthropological component was at New York University, where sociologist Rudolph Binder taught classes in social evolution, anthropology, folklore, and eugenics, along with a standard sociological curriculum. In addition, Paul R. Radosavijevich of NYU's School of Pedagogy taught graduate courses in the anthropological study of schoolchildren. A number of students pursued research exploring both sociological and biological underpinnings of group identity and differences. As with the Yale program, the graduates of this program were little known or recognized by other anthropologists. Only Beatrice Stevenson (Stanoyevich) was ever a member of the American Anthropological Association; she once published an article in the American Anthropologist, and her published dissertation received a review (a scathing one) in the same journal.
Early dissertations in anthropology were also written for degrees in sociology at Columbia University, the University of Chicago, and the University of Pennsylvania, often relying on the approaches and literature of both these disciplines. For example, the dissertation of William Carlson Smith, a student of both anthropologists and sociologists at the University of Chicago, was published as The Ao Naga Tribe of Assam: A Study in Ethnology and Sociology. To this day, the dividing line between cultural anthropology and sociology remains rather fine and arbitrary. The same can be said about works written in archaeology, physical anthropology, and linguistics. There may be no substantive difference between research conducted in anthropology departments and that done in departments of linguistics, classical archaeology, or zoology. The overlap of anthropology with economics, psychology, geography, and botany also resulted in some dissertations in those areas having anthropological themes (see MacCurdy 1919) . Finally, dissertations for degrees in philosophy and in the history of religion and of thought and culture occasionally focused on anthropological topics.
Boston University also had a program that granted doctorates in 1905 and 1906 to two authors of anthropological dissertations. The doctoral program in the School of Arts and Sciences concentrated in philosophy; however, students could combine their philosophical studies with one or more other departments, including philology, history, and "political sciences," comprising economics, social science, and law. Charles Bowen and Elihu Grant, whose works are included in this bibliography, had a previous educational background in theology.
The inclusion of persons who received doctorates outside established anthropology programs demonstrates that the history of academic anthropology in the United States goes beyond a handful of early anthropology departments. Nevertheless, of the 41 persons in this category, only 14 (34 percent) held academic positions in the field of anthropology, and only eight of these-P. E. Goddard, A. E. Jenks, Loomis Havemeyer, George Grant MacCurdy, George Peter Murdock, Morris Steggerda, Wilson Dallam Wallis, and Hutton Webster-held established, mainstream positions in the United States. In addition, two were affiliated with academic institutions overseas, making a total of 16, or 39 percent. By contrast, of the 83 who received their degrees in anthropology, 28 held established academic positions in universities (including two outside the USA), 16 in museums, and five in both, while three others had regular employment in the BAE, and two with research institutions outside the USA.
DISSERTATIONS AND THE SCOPE OF ANTHROPOLOGY
That academic anthropology in the United States has tied together cultural anthropology, archaeology, physical anthropology, and linguistics is the outcome of battles over different visions of anthropology's proper domain, described by Thomas Patterson (2001) . Regna Darnell (2001) has analyzed the historical consequences of areal specialization in anthropology, arguing, in particular, that the concentration on the North American Indians during its incubation period has left indelible traces on the profession's sensibility. Given these assertions, it is worth considering the areal foci and subdisciplines represented in the early dissertations.
Of the dissertations that can be identified with a particular subdiscipline, 71 are in social and cultural anthropology, followed by 19 in archaeology, 15 in physical anthropology, and 9 in linguistics. An additional five combined subdisciplines of anthropology: Three combined cultural anthropology and archaeology, one cultural and physical anthropology, and one archaeology and physical anthropology. Two combined anthropology with classics.
Seventy-nine percent of the dissertations related to particular geographical regions. Seventy-one (57 percent) dealt with American topics, including 53 having with North American (United States and Canada) focus,' and 11 with a Mesoamerican, mainly Maya, focus. Twenty-seven dissertations (21 percent) addressed non-American peoples or places. All but three of these were completed in the second half of the surveyed period, from 1911 to 1930. Nine had a Mediterranean or Near Eastern focus, but only two authors (Day and Gower) earned their degree in anthropology. Five, all in anthropology, had a Polynesian focus. Another 25 had no geographical focus and were either theoretical or broadly comparative. An interesting point of contrast between the anthropology and non-anthropology dissertations is that 40 percent of dissertations not written for anthropology degrees were in this category, as compared to less than five percent of those within anthropology programs. The Yale group under Keller, who are predominant among those outside anthropology departments, were largely concerned with comparative studies at this time.
DISSERTATIONS AND THE SPECTRUM OF COMMUNICATION MEDIA IN ANTHROPOLOGY
Writers of doctoral dissertations in the humanities and social sciences, especially those who pursue academic careers, face considerable pressure to publish their dissertation findings. Do sections of it appear in several publications, or does the work appear in one piece? In what medium? Has it been revised? If so, is the publication based not only on rewriting but also on further research?
These are important questions because the different vehicles of dissemination have different roles in scholarly communication. There is a hierarchy of documentation in scholarly writing from dissertation to book based on degree of scale, focus, conciseness, formality, and immediacy versus permanence. Adopting the schema of Robert W. Funk (1977) , journal articles, monographs, and books are part of a spectrum of media communicating research information to ever wider audiences. The first level, before the journal article, is the prepublication, including unpublished Ph.D. dissertations, working papers, and preprints. The second level is the journal article, where the cutting edge of research is reported. The third level, the monograph, is "a scholarly work too long to be considered for journal publication and yet too short to be treated as a book. It is also regularly too technical to attract readers beyond specialists and near-specialists" (Funk 1977:7) . The fourth level, the scholarly book, is generally longer and less technical than the monograph, and is aimed at a broader group of readers. Book authors likely have already written some articles on the subject, have become familiar with the apparatus of scholarly publishing, and have attained some distance from the topic under investigation. "If the preceding levels may be described as levels of growth and refinement, the book is the first effort at distillation" (1977:7). The fifth and highest level is the reference work. Written with a mature understanding of the place of detailed knowledge in a larger framework, it canonizes and sums up for posterity the achievements of an era, school, or discipline. It is the kind of work a scholar might undertake after many years of experience, perhaps at the end of one's career. The doctoral dissertation, by contrast, is normally written at, or at least toward, the beginning of one's career.
Typically, the book is the longest vehicle of discourse, the journal article the shortest, and the monograph in between. The journal article is the appropriate medium in which to convey hypotheses and timely (and possibly transient) information; the book records enduring, definitive statements about a phenomenon.
Charles Bazerman (1988:81) writes of a "book-article dialectic" in science, referring to the fact that articles in scholarly journals isolate particular phenomena, treating a narrow subject or arguing a narrow claim, while books synthesize, codify, interpret, and popularize the results of journal articles. Books and monographs expand on and connect the points and arguments made in articles.
In this article, a monograph refers to a written work published as a stand-alone item in a series established and sponsored by an institution or scientific society, regardless of the publisher, with the exception of government bureaus, whose publications are treated as a separate category. A monograph is different from an ordinary university press book or a book in an ordinary series in that it bears the imprimatur not only of the press but also of the sponsoring department, who publishes it as part of an ongoing series representing the department rather than as a one-time deal or as a specific project. In Funk's typology, at least some university press books (especially the thin ones) count as monographs, privately published or distributed works count as prepublications, and government publications are not recognized as a distinct category but are dispersed among the other categories. A. J. Meadows recognizes the government publication as occupying "the hinterland between books and journals" (1974:89) and in a later publication uses the term "gray literature" to refer to such reports (1998:164) .
The question of whether and why the results of a doctoral study need to be published at all, particularly by those who do not wish to have them in print, arises from an unresolved ambiguity about whether the dissertation's primary purpose is to add to the knowledge base of a discipline or subject matter or to demonstrate academic merit and mastery over the subject matter. The range of policies or philosophies on this question may be reflected in the levels of dissertation publication in the various institutions.
In anthropology, this difference in policy can be seen most clearly by comparing the two leading producers of doctorates, Harvard and Columbia (see Table 1 ). At Harvard, 12 of the 29 dissertations, or 41 percent, were never published, a much higher proportion than in the combined average from all universities (see Table 1 ). At Columbia, by contrast, all dissertations were published in full. Columbia University required candidates to submit no fewer than 75 printed and bound copies of the dissertation to the university librarian before the degree could be awarded, presumably to enable the university to provide copies to other libraries. Those who did not secure publication through an established outlet had to have copies typeset, printed, and bound at their own expense. The Faculty of Political Science (which included the anthropology department) additionally required candidates to provide sets of printed galleys in advance of the final examination and later deposit up to 45 bound copies for distribution to faculty members.2 This requirement was lifted only in 1950, when the university belatedly offered students the option of submitting three typed copies and one microfilm copy to be produced by University Microfilms. Columbia's policy indicates that the dissertation was not regarded primarily as an exercise, as appears to have been the case at Harvard, but was expected to contribute to the growth of knowledge.
Because the various communication media are related to different levels of scale and scope, the publication patterns of the individual programs may reflect differences in the requirements for the doctoral project at each university. Variation also appears in whether the dissertation is viewed as a finished product or as one that is subsequently revised or enlarged for publication. Of 29 dissertations from Columbia, 12 were published in monograph series, one as a university press book outside any series, nine as journal articles, one as a commercially published book, four as U.S. or foreign government publications, and two as privately published works. At Harvard, by comparison, only one of the 29 dissertations was published as an article, and seven were published either retrospectively or as extracts, related, or revised works. At Yale, the number three producer of doctorates after Columbia and Harvard, only one dissertation was published as a monograph, with none as articles; five appeared unrevised as books, and three others were later reworked as books. Figure 1 shows the overall pattern of publication of dissertations. No single format dominates, and the entire spectrum of publication or distribution media is represented. Eighty-one dissertations (66 percent) were published or distributed in more or less complete and unrevised form, not counting three published retrospectively. The most common form of publication, in which 24 percent appears, was as monographs in series. The monographic literature is usually technical, advanced, and at least somewhat obscure. A smaller fraction, 15 percent, was published in journals, a part of the literature closer to the research front in scientific fields than either monographs or books. Of the 19 dissertations that appeared as journal articles, nine were published in the American Anthropologist, followed by four in the Journal of American Folk-lore. But of the 31 to appear as monographs, the American Anthropological Association published only four. Most were published in series established by the home universities and published by their university presses. In these monograph series, the professors carried great sway in editorial decisions, and it would appear that passing the Ph.D. hurdle satisfied all peer review requirements.
The medium of the book, being high in the hierarchy, appears from the above discussion to be far from the raw dissertation. Usually, a great deal of revision and reconceptualization is needed to turn a dissertation into a book. In the period from 1891 to 1930, 16 dissertations (13 percent) appeared as books, apparently without revision. This relatively high proportion might suggest that the superior level of merit and refinement required for publication in book form was required for the dissertation to be passed. However, Funk's distinction between books and monographs is qualitative, while mine is based on publication specifics. Only six dissertations appear to have been revised prior to publication: three of these were published as books and three as monographs.
The publication profile reflects the conditions of academic communication systems and in anthropology itself as it first emerged as an academic discipline. The demand for empirical anthropological information is reflected in the large number of dissertations published without revision, especially as books. In addition, the publication of dissertations as journal articles indicates the power of dissertation supervisors in editorial decisions and suggests that anthropology was in an early stage in developing formal procedures and standards.
Over time, as anthropology and other social sciences matured, different publication patterns emerged. With the advent of University Microfilms International in 1938 and reprographic technology improving the access of specialists to unpublished dissertations, there was less need for dissertations to be published simply because they contained new information. On the other hand, publication requirements on faculty for tenure and promotion have intensified, and the journal article has remained extremely important as a measure of academic productivity (Creamer 1998) . With journals and contributors reinforcing each other's prestige (Bazerman 1988:138) , competition for journal space increased, resulting in a rise in standards for acceptance. The narrow scope of most early dissertations, as suggested in their publication in the form of a single journal article, was no longer the standard. Dissertations have increased in length, suggesting that the dissertation came to be thought of as a monograph if not a book, at least in scope. No across-the-board standard for the dissertation has been determined, nor has the question of its ultimate purpose been settled (see Berelson 1960) .
DEMOGRAPHY OF DOCTORAL RECIPIENTS
The expansion of anthropology from 1891 to 1930 as reflected in the number of doctorates is visible in Figure 2 . The rate of increase was slow at first but took off in the 1920s. Increase was not steady. The whole period can be divided into four shorter periods: 1891-96, with an average of 0.33 graduates per annum; 1897-1912, averaging 1.75 per annum; 1913-24, averaging 3.67 per annum; and 1925-30, averaging 8.33 per annum. After the first five years, when only two doctorates were awarded, the numbers more than doubled in each period. Rapid, exponential growth can be seen clearly in the last seven years of the survey. The data broadly substantiate A. E. Rogge's (1976:833) assertion that the number of doctorates in anthropology "is growing exponentially, with a doubling period of about ten years." Doctoral research in anthropology was mainly a young man's pursuit: more than 85 percent of doctorates were men, and more than 81 percent were under 35 at graduation, with half under 30.3 Only7.2 percent were over 40. The youngest age at which any person earned the degree was 24, and the oldest was 53. The mean age was 31.3. Of the main universities involved, the University of Chicago, with a mean age of 28.3, had the youngest graduates, while Yale, with a mean of 32.7, had the oldest. Yale's mean is raised by the occurrence of several oldsters: of the 12 for whom we have age data, five were over 35, with two in their forties.
Eighteen of the 124 persons included in this survey (14.5 percent) were women. Of those, ten received their degrees from Columbia. California and Clark both produced two, while Bryn Mawr, Chicago, New York, and Yale produced one apiece. Eleven of the 18 (61 percent) received their degrees during the last five years of the period under study. (Of course, 32 percent of the men in the survey also received their degrees during this time of rapid growth.) That the bulk of the women appear at the end of the time period reflects their late start: after Sara Stites earned a degree in economics, history, and political science from Bryn Mawr in 1904, Miriam Van Waters became the first woman to receive a doctorate in anthropology in 1913 at Clark University, 22 years after A. F. Chamberlain became the first man to do so, also at Clark. It was not until 1944 that Elizabeth Colson became the first woman to earn an anthropological doctorate at Harvard University, fully half a century after George Dorsey became the first Harvard anthropology Ph.D. Three of the oldest graduates in the group are women: Lila O'Neale (44), Martha Beckwith (48), and Laura Watson Benedict (53) . This helps explain the significant difference in the mean age at graduation between women (34.0) and men (30.5). The median ages at graduation also differ considerably: for men it is 29 and for women it is 32.
In their postdoctoral careers, five women were anthropology professors, although two (Bunzel and Sawtell) had itinerant employment status and one (Gower) left academia to join the Central Intelligence Agency, three were professors in subjects other than anthropology, one was a museum curator, one was both a professor and a museum director, and one was a foundation program director. In all ten, or 55.6 percent of the women with doctorates, are known to have had academic employment, with 39 percent in anthropology.
By comparison, of 106 men, 28 were professors of anthropology, 20 were museum curators, six were both, ten were professors in fields outside anthropology, three worked for the Bureau of American Ethnology, three headed foreign research institutes, and seven had itinerant employment status. This adds up to 77, or 72.6 percent, employed in academia, with 63.2 percent in anthropology.
In ethnic and national makeup, the early doctorates were heavily white Anglo-Saxon Protestant, as may be expected. Foreign nationals from Mexico (Gamio), China (Li Chi, Li Fang-Kuei, and Su), Germany (Osten), India (Guha and Mitra) and Japan (Kuki and Utsurikawa) were trained in the United States and later returned to their homelands to pursue their careers. Investigating the presence of U.S. ethnic minorities is somewhat hazardous, especially if one attempts to infer ethnicity from surnames in the absence of harder biographical data. It is particularly difficult to disambiguate persons of Irish descent from those of English or Scottish descent. Still, some observations can be made. We find five Irish surnames (Campbell, Kelly, Sullivan, O'Neale and MacCurdy) , one French surname (Vaillant) , one Polish surname (Ignatz), three Dutch surnames (Koppert, Steggerda, and Van Waters) , one Swedish surname (Olson) , two Greek surnames (Brouzas and Mylonas) , and, apart from Jews, 15 with German surnames (Diller, Eckblaw, Germann, Gunther, Guthe, Haeberlin, Kroeber, Krogman, Mechling, Renner, Reichard, Speck, Spinden, and Wuslin, along with Schmidt, who was born in Germany) . Eleven were Jewish (not necessarily observant): Bunzel, Frachtenberg, Goldenweiser, Herskovits, Loeb, Lowie, Radin, Sapir, Shapiro, Spier, and Wolf. All but Loeb and Shapiro were Columbia graduates. One (Jones) was Native American Indian (Fox).
Noticeably absent from the list are blacks and persons with Italian surnames. The first black to earn a Ph.D. in anthropology was Laurence Foster (Pennsylvania, 1931) , followed by Mark Hanna Watkins (Chicago, 1933 ) (see Harrison and Harrison 1999; Moses 1999; Wright 1976) . From a list of anthropology doctorates worldwide up to 1955, the earliest appearance for a United States institution of an Italian surname is in 1934, when Vincenzo Petrullo earned his degree from the University of Pennsylvania (Yearbook of Anthropology 1955:748) . While Columbia was a pioneer in bringing women and Jews into the profession,'4 Pennsylvania was the pioneer in bringing in blacks and Italians.
METHODOLOGY AND CONSTRUCTION OF THE BIBLIOGRAPHY
This bibliography consists of citations with biographical details of the authors, when known, of doctoral dissertations in anthropology from U.S. educational institutions, from 1891 to 1930. (As explained in the introduction, the 1930 cutoff was chosen for practical rather than historical reasons.) One hundred twenty-four citations are given in all, including 83 written for degrees in anthropology and 41 dissertations not written as part of such programs. In four cases, asterisks (*) follow authors' names, signifying that the dissertation is marginal to anthropology, but sufficiently close to merit inclusion in the bibliography. In questionable or borderline cases, I personally examined the work, when available, to determine whether or not it belongs in the domain of anthropology. If I thought a dissertation could legitimately have been presented to a committee for a degree in anthropology, I considered it anthropology. If I thought it dealt predominantly with an anthropological problem but could only be considered anthropology with qualifications, I included it but gave it an asterisk. Dissertations were excluded if they contained anthropological materials but clearly belonged in an identifiable field of knowledge outside anthropology. Examples of dissertations considered for inclusion but finally eliminated are Mountain Folk of Japan by Thomas Elsa Jones (Columbia, 1926) and A Contribution to the Study of the Moral Practices of Certain Social Groups in Ancient Mesopotamia by Beatrice Allard Brooks (Bryn Mawr, 1920) . The former was not ethnological or totalistic in the spirit of Boas's vision, quoted above in his definition of the aims of anthropology. Rather, it posed problems clearly in the field of social psychology and used a sociological approach to investigate them, with questionnaires to survey attitude, verified through comparison to existing statistics. The latter, though relating to archaeological materials, argued within the domain of classical studies, focusing on textual materials and concentrating on questions specific to classics. By comparison, anthropological concepts, questions, and literature were integral to George Renner's Primitive Religion in the Tropical Forests (Columbia, 1927) , Arthur James's Taboo among the Early Hebrews (Pennsylvania, 1925) , and Aubrey Diller's Race Mixture among the Greeks (Illinois, 1930) . I was unable to inspect Christopher Brouzas's dissertation on the blond type in ancient Greece, and I include it on the basis of its title and cataloging information, even though I recognize the potential for error in doing so.
The most important bibliography on this topic to date, though incomplete, is that in the Yearbook of Anthropology (1955) . All data were checked against this bibliography, with Dissertations Abstracts Online (Bell and Howell Information and Learning), and with the Online Computer Library Center (OCLC) database.
The bibliography is arranged chronologically by year of degree conferral, then alphabetically by university, and within each university alphabetically by author. The fullest known forms of names are given rather than the names used in the particular publications. Married names for women are given when bibliographically important. Following each author's name, in parentheses, are years of birth and death, when known. Below the author's name is listed the highest or most important professional positions held, or, if that is unknown, other biographical facts; however, no attempt is made to enumerate all the highlights of anyone's career. The title of professor, when not qualified, means professor of anthropology; likewise for the ranks of adjunct, assistant, and associate professor. Museum curators often had more specific titles and these are not indicated. Citation format closely follows the Chicago Manual of Style (14th edition, 1993) . No publication details means that the dissertation was not published or distributed. Most dissertations are available from University Microfilms International.
NOTES
1. This includes a study of Mexicans in Texas and one on Japanese in the United States.
2. In a particularly disturbing case, Louis Eugene King was deprived of becoming the first African American to earn a Ph.D. in anthropology from Columbia University in 1932 because "he did not have funds to publish twenty-seven copies of his dissertation as required by the department of anthropology" (Harrison 1999: 72) . At least partly because of this, his promising academic career was ruined, and he did not receive his doctorate until 1951, after the university had dropped the requirement to distribute printed copies. Others who appear to have had their doctorates held up for decades by Columbia University because of this stipulation were Gene Weltfish and Alexander Lesser. New York University required dissertations to be printed after the degree was awarded, but three of the five doctoral recipients included here appear not to have complied. 
